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INTRODUCTION: United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) plans to 

upgrade and lengthen four existing roads in the U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Rio Grande City 

(RGC) Stationôs Area of Responsibility (AOR).  The Border Patrol Air and Marine Program 

Management Office (BPAM-PMO) within CBP has prepared an Environmental Assessment 

(EA).  This EA addresses the proposed upgrade and construction of the four aforementioned 

roads and the BPAM-PMO is preparing this EA on behalf of the USBP Headquarters. 

 

CBP is the law enforcement component of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) 

that is responsible for securing the border and facilitating lawful international trade and travel.  

USBP is the uniformed law enforcement subcomponent of CBP responsible for patrolling and 

securing the border between the land ports of entry. 

 

PROJECT LOCATION: The roads are located within the RGC Stationôs AOR, Rio Grande 

Valley (RGV) Sector, in Starr County, Texas.  The RGC Stationôs AOR encompasses 

approximately 1,228 square miles, including approximately 68 miles along the U.S.-Mexico 

border and the Rio Grande from the Starr/Zapata County line to the Starr/Hidalgo County line. 

 

From north to south, the four road segments are named Mouth of River to Chapeno Hard Top, 

Chapeno USIBWC Gate to Salineno, Salineno to Enron, and 19-20 Area to Fronton Fishing, and 

all of these segments are located south of Falcon International Reservoir (Falcon Lake), 

generally parallel to the Rio Grande.  The road corridors are located primarily on private lands. 

Table 1 shows the extent of new road construction/upgrades to the four aforementioned roads. 

 

Table 1.  Rio Grande City Station Road Improvement Project Components 

Road Segment Description 
Length  

(Miles) 

New 

Construction 

(Miles) 

Upgrades to 

Existing Roads 

(Miles) 

Mouth of River to Chapeno Hard Top 1.26 0.78 0.48 

Chapeno USIBWC Gate to Salineno 2.44 1.93 0.51 

Salineno to Enron 3.29 2.79 0.49 

19-20 Area to Fronton Fishing 5.02 0.56 4.46 

All Segments 12.01 6.06 5.94 

Note:  The mileages for new roads and road upgrades are GSRCôs best estimate based on a comparison of the path shown in the 

keyhole markup language (kmz) provided by CBP to the existing roads viewed via Google Earth.  The total length for each road 

has been changed slightly based on ArcMap distance calculations for the kmz file provided by CBP (the total length changed 

from 12.71 miles to 12.01 miles). 
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PURPOSE AND NEED: The purpose of the Proposed Action is to improve mobility and 

accessibility for USBP agents responding to illegal cross-border traffic. 

 

The RGC Stationôs AOR currently has mobility and accessibility issues throughout the AOR.  

Limited ingress/egress points throughout the AOR and poor road conditions are two major 

factors that affect response times and limit agent options when responding to cross-border traffic. 

 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would provide USBP agents with better access to the Rio 

Grande River and adjacent areas in order to expedite response times to address illegal cross-

border traffic within the RGC Stationôs AOR.  The improved mobility and accessibility for 

agents will increase and sustain the certainty of arrest and help deter illegal cross-border 

activities by improving enforcement capabilities, thus preventing terrorists and terrorist weapons 

from entering the U.S., reducing the flow of illegal drugs, and enhancing agentsô response time, 

while providing a safer work environment for USBP agents. 

 

ALTERNATIVES:  CBP analyzed two alternatives in this EA.  Alternative 1 is the No Action 

Alternative.  Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed road upgrades and construction 

would not take place.  In the absence of the proposed road construction, the RGC Station would 

continue to experience major capability gaps due to limited mobility and accessibility throughout 

the AOR.  Limited ingress/egress points throughout the AOR and poor road conditions would 

continue to affect agent response times and ability to respond to illegal cross-border traffic.  The 

No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for this project. 

 

Alternative 2 is the Proposed Action.  The Proposed Action would include the upgrade and 

extension of four existing dirt track roads within the RGC Stationôs AOR.  The Proposed Action 

would include approximately 6 miles of road improvements and 6 miles of new road 

construction.  The upgrade and construction of the roads would be executed utilizing a design-

bid-build approach.  The Proposed Action alternative includes upgrading existing roads and new 

construction to meet CBP Functional Class (FC)-2 standards for all-weather roads for each of the 

four roads.  CBPôs FC-2 All-Weather Road standard is for a two-lane (20-foot-wide with 2-foot 

shoulders) unpaved road consisting of an aggregate material, such as caliche, stone, or gravel.  

An adjacent 6-foot-wide roadway section, constructed to FC-3 standards (unpaved road 

consisting of graded native material), would be completed on the river side of each road for use 

as a ñdrag road,ò which is used for initial detection by USBP agents.  The drag road would be 

included in the design where feasible and excluded from areas found to be environmentally 

sensitive as well as from arroyo and drainage crossings.  Drainage features (e.g. culverts) would 

be installed along each of the roads.  Any water needed for construction would be obtained 

through groundwater withdrawals supplied by a water truck or nearby hydrant; no water would 

be taken from the Rio Grande River.  All design work would be done in accordance with the 

most current CBP Tactical Infrastructure (TI) Design Standards. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES:  Impacts of the Proposed Action on land use would 

be permanent and negligible.  Under the Proposed Action, nearly half of the road construction 

would be upgrades of existing roads through rural areas.  There would be approximately 6 miles 

of new road construction, primarily through private lands that are currently used for rangeland.  

While the Proposed Action would remove approximately 29 acres of vegetation that could be 
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used as forage, the overall use of the land would remain unchanged.  Another 58 acres would be 

temporarily unavailable during the construction period. 

 

Under the Proposed Action, approximately 29 acres of soils would be permanently disturbed or 

removed from biological production from the construction and upgrade of roads and their 

associated infrastructure.  Of these 29 acres, 10 acres of land or 34 percent are designated prime 

farmland, if irrigated.  The direct impact to soils from the disturbance and removal from 

biological production would be negligible due to the small size of the project footprint relative to 

the amount of the same soils throughout the Region of Influence (ROI).  The soils within the 

project footprint are not currently irrigated. 

 

The Proposed Action would have temporary, negligible adverse impacts on groundwater. Water 

needed for construction activities would be obtained from groundwater sources.  All water would 

be supplied to the construction site by water truck or nearby hydrant. 

 

The Proposed Action may have temporary, negligible adverse impacts on surface waters as a 

result of increases in erosion and sedimentation during periods of construction.  Disturbed soils 

and hazardous substances (i.e., antifreeze, fuels, oils, and lubricants) could directly impact water 

quality during a rain event.  However, through the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), these effects would be 

minimized.  No water will be taken from the Rio Grande River. 

 

The existing roads vary in width from 10 to 30 feet wide; for the purposes of estimating 

vegetation impacts, it is assumed the existing roads are 20 feet wide and no permanent vegetation 

loss would occur within these footprints.  Temporary losses of vegetation would occur on either 

side of the existing road footprint during road upgrades. Silt fences and other erosion control 

measures would be implemented to reduce any topsoil loss from the footprint to increase the 

chance of revegetation and to avoid sedimentation and indirect effects on vegetation outside of 

the footprint.  Once the construction is completed, CBP would hydroseed the temporary footprint 

with native seed or allow the area to revegetate naturally.  Where new road is constructed, 

vegetation will be permanently removed. Therefore, the Proposed Action will have permanent 

and negligible impacts on vegetation. 

 

The Proposed Action would have permanent, minor, adverse impacts on wildlife and wildlife 

habitat in the project area.  It is anticipated that the Proposed Action would permanently impact 

29 acres of wildlife habitat where new roads are created as well as temporarily impact 58 acres 

of land where road improvements are being made.  The following paragraphs summarize 

potential wildlife impacts associated with the road improvement project. 

 

Noise associated with the construction activities would result in temporary, minor adverse 

impacts on wildlife.  Elevated noise levels associated with the construction activities would only 

occur during construction.  The effects of this disturbance would include temporary avoidance of 

work areas and competition for unaffected resources.  BMPs would be implemented to reduce 

noise disturbance and loss of wildlife habitats, such as only conducting construction activities 

during daylight hours when feasible, ensuring construction equipment mufflers are properly 

maintained, and restricting all construction-related activities to the construction footprint.  It is 
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anticipated that vehicle trips will increase on an annual basis as a result of implementing the road 

improvements.  These increased vehicle trips and elevated noise levels would be intermittent and 

minor.  Wildlife inhabiting the project area and surrounding habitat would likely habituate to the 

traffic noise.  Thus, noise levels associated with increased traffic would have a permanent, minor 

impact on wildlife. 

 

Artificial ligh ting could potentially interfere with wildlife activity by temporarily attracting or 

deterring wildlife to or from the area depending on the species, as well as potentially altering 

circadian rhythm processes. If construction must occur during nighttime hours, the frequency and 

duration of these activities will be minimized to the greatest extent possible. Furthermore, 

artificial lights will be limited to the immediate area and minimum wattage required for worker 

safety, and lights will be directed toward the ground and away from vegetation to minimize their 

impact on nearby wildlife. 

 

The roads proposed to be improved are all non-paved roads, most of which are on private lands 

or United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and United States International Boundary 

and Water Commission (USIBWC) lands; as such, these roads receive little to no public traffic.  

The construction activities would result in temporary and minor increases in traffic, which would 

return to near current conditions once the project is completed. 

 

Three federally listed species (ocelot [Leopardus pardalis], jaguarundi [Puma yagouaroundi], 

and Zapata bladderpod [Physaria thamnophila]) are known or have the potential to occur within 

the project area.  Based on the information outlined below, the Proposed Action may affect, but 

is not likely to adversely affect, ocelot and jagarundi.  The project may adversely affect the 

Zapata bladderpod and would adversely modify 29 acres of designated Critical Habitat for the 

Zapata bladderpod.  CBP has initiated Section 7 consultation with the USFWS to identify 

measures to avoid or offset impacts to these species.  Only one state-listed species, Texas tortoise 

(Gopherus berlandieri), was observed within the project area. 

 

Under the Proposed Action, 14 archaeological sites would be impacted by the proposed 

construction.  Ten of those archaeological sites are recommended ineligible for the National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and are not considered significant cultural resources.  The 

remaining four archaeological sites have an undetermined eligibility for the NRHP, pending 

additional archaeological investigations needed to determine their eligibility for the NRHP.  

NRHP eligibility testing would be conducted on these sites before any ground disturbing 

activities are conducted within their boundaries.  These archaeological sites would be treated as 

eligible until the testing can be conducted and their eligibility for the NRHP can be determined.  

If any of the sites are determined eligible for the NRHP as a result of subsequent archaeological 

testing, then appropriate mitigation measures for those sites would be developed in consultation 

with the Texas Historical Commission (THC) prior to any ground disturbing activities being 

conducted within those site boundaries.  All mitigation measures developed through consultation 

with the THC would be implemented prior to construction in any of those sites.  Full compliance 

with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) will ensure no significant 

impacts would occur to any of these potentially significant cultural resources.  
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Under the Proposed Action alternative, there would be temporary, minor adverse impacts on air 

quality from construction activities.  Impacts on air quality would result from emissions from 

construction equipment as well as dust generated by construction activities.  BMPs would be 

followed to minimize impacts.  Construction of new roads would result in lower levels of 

fugitive dust than the dirt roads now in use, resulting in permanent and negligible impacts that 

would enhance air quality.  If activity from patrol vehicles increases as a result of the improved 

roads, there could be a minor increase in vehicle emissions.  However, increased access could 

allow USBP agents to take more direct routes, which could potentially reduce vehicle emissions 

and aid in overall efficiency. 

 

Temporary, minor, and beneficial impacts could occur in the form of jobs and income for area 

residents, revenues to local businesses, and sales and use taxes to Starr County and the State of 

Texas from locally purchased building materials and local construction workers.  Additionally, 

the road upgrades would provide better access for USBP agents focused on interdiction of those 

involved in illegal cross-border activities, thereby enhancing rapid response capabilities.  Agents 

could be more efficiently deployed to patrol the areas, which would likely contribute to a 

decrease in cross-border violators.  The decrease in cross-border violator activities could have a 

beneficial impact on the incidence of crime and enhanced safety, potentially providing long-term 

beneficial impacts in the region. 

 

The Proposed Action would have temporary, minor, adverse socioeconomic impacts in some of 

the areas immediately adjacent to the roads.  The proposed roads are in rural areas with few 

structures nearby.  There are no schools or churches within 500 feet of the four roads; however, 

17 structures (possible residences) are located within 500 feet of the proposed roads.  The Mouth 

of River to Chapeno Hard Top and Chapeno USIBWC Gate to Salineno roads each have up to 

four residences within 500 feet, the Salineno to Enron road has  up to seven residences within 

500 feet , and the 19-20 Area to Fronton Fishing road has up to two residences within 

approximately 50 feet of proposed roads. Starr County has high minority and high poverty 

populations, with the percentage of the population in poverty more than double that of Texas.  

However, there would be no long-term impacts on people and only temporary and minor impacts 

associated with construction, so there would be no disproportionately high and adverse human 

health or environmental effects on minority populations, impoverished persons, or children. 

 

BEST MANAGE MENT PRACTICES :  BMPs were identified for each resource category that 

could potentially be affected.  Many of these measures have been incorporated as standard 

operating procedures by CBP on similar past projects.  A BMP guidance document is provided in 

Appendix E. 

 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:  Impacts on each resource were analyzed according to how other 

actions and projects within the ROI might be affected by the No Action Alternative and 

Proposed Action.  Impacts can vary in degree or magnitude from a slightly noticeable change to 

a total change in the environment.  For the purpose of this analysis the intensity of impacts will 

be classified as negligible, minor, moderate, or major.  It is not anticipated that the cumulative 

impacts of ongoing projects in the ROI will be significant. Discussion of past, ongoing, and 

planned projects in the RIO are highlighted in Section 4.0 of the EA. 
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FINDING :  On the basis of the findings of the EA, which is incorporated by reference, and 

which has been conducted in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 

the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and DHS Management Directive, 023-01, 

Rev. 01, and Instruction Manual 023-01-001-01, Rev. 01., and after careful review of the 

potential environmental impacts of implementing the proposal, we find that there would be no 

significant impact on the quality of the human or natural environments, either individually or 

cumulatively; therefore, there is no requirement to develop an Environmental Impact Statement.  

Further, we commit to implement BMPs and environmental design measures identified in the EA 

and supporting documents. 
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SO2 Sulphur Dioxide  

SOP Standard Operating Procedures  

STP Shovel Test Pit  

SWPPP  Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan  

 

TCEQ Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 

TCP Traditional Cultural Property  
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THC Texas Historical Commission 

TI Tactical Infrastructure 

TPWD Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 

TWDB Texas Water Development Board  

TxDOT Texas Department of Transportation 

 

ug/m3 Micrograms per Cubic Meter of Air  

U.S. United States 

U.S. 83 United States Highway 83 

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

USBP U.S. Border Patrol 

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture  

USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

USIBWC International Boundary and Water Commission, U.S. Section
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1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION  

 

1.1 INTRODUCTION  

 

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS), United States (U.S.) Customs and Border 

Protection (CBP), is preparing this Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the potential 

environmental impacts associated with the proposed improvement and construction of four roads 

in the Rio Grande City (RGC) Stationôs Area of Responsibility (AOR), Rio Grande Valley 

(RGV) Sector, Texas.  CBP is the law enforcement component of DHS responsible for securing 

the border and facilitating lawful international trade and travel.  U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) is the 

uniformed law enforcement subcomponent of CBP responsible for patrolling and securing the 

border between the land ports of entry. 

 

The RGV Sector has mobility and accessibility issues in the Rio Grande City Stationôs AOR.  

There are a limited number of roads along or providing access to the Rio Grande, road conditions 

are poor, and the terrain includes heavy brush.   Areas with no lateral access are challenging to 

patrol, with some only providing access by foot, thereby providing an advantage to cross border 

violators.  The limited access and poor road conditions affect response times and impact agentsô 

ability to predict, detect, respond to, and resolve illicit activity throughout the AOR.  For the 

RGV Sector to be successful, the Rio Grande City Stationôs AOR requires tactical infrastructure 

(TI), such as all-weather roads, throughout the AOR where vanishing points are seconds to 

minutes. 

 

The proposed Rio Grande City Station AOR Road Improvement Project includes the upgrade of 

existing roads and new road construction at four road segments, which are generally adjacent to 

the Rio Grande south of the Falcon International Reservoir.  The total length of the road 

segments changed from 12.71 miles to 12.01 miles, and this report will base calculations off of 

the 12.01-mile length.  The total combined length for each road has been changed slightly based 

on ArcMap distance calculations of the keyhole markup language (kmz) file provided by CBP.  

The mileages for new roads and road upgrades are Gulf South Research Corporationôs (GSRC) 

best estimate based on a comparison of the path shown in the kmz provided by CBP to the 

existing roads viewed via Google Earth.  Properties crossed by the four road segments are owned 

by 51 landowners.  Two of the road segments traverse property owned by the U.S. Section, 

International Boundary and Water Commission (USIBWC), and two other segments cross over 

land owned by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

 

1.2 PROJECT LOCATION  

 

The proposed Road Improvement Project is located within the Rio Grande City Station AOR, 

RGV Sector, in Starr County, Texas.   The Rio Grande City Station AOR encompasses 

approximately 1,228 square miles, including approximately 68 miles along the U.S.-Mexico 

border and the Rio Grande from the Starr/Zapata County line to the Starr/Hidalgo County line.  

From north to south, the four road segments are named Mouth of River to Chapeno Hard Top, 

Chapeno USIBWC Gate to Salineno, Salineno to Enron, and 19-20 Area to Fronton Fishing, and 

all of these segments are located south of Falcon International Reservoir (Falcon Lake) and 
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generally run parallel to the Rio Grande (Figure 1-1).  Table 1-1 identifies the length of each 

road segment that will require new construction and upgrades. 

 

Table 1-1.  Proposed Road Segments for the  

Rio Grande City Station Road Improvement Project 

Road Segment Description 
Length  

(Miles) 

New 

Construction 

(Miles) 

Upgrades to 

Existing Roads 

(Miles) 

Mouth of River to Chapeno Hard Top 1.26 0.78 0.48 

Chapeno USIBWC Gate to Salineno 2.44 1.93 0.51 

Salineno to Enron 3.29 2.79 0.49 

19-20 Area to Fronton Fishing 5.02 0.56 4.46 

All Segments 12.01 6.06 5.94 

Notes:  The mileages for new roads and road upgrades are GSRCôs best estimate based on a comparison of the path shown in the 

kmz provided by CBP to the existing roads viewed via Google Earth.  Note that the total length for each road has been changed 

slightly based on ArcMap distance calculations for the kmz provided by CBP (the total length changed from 12.71 miles to 12.01 

miles). 

 

1.3 PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to improve mobility and accessibility for USBP agents 

responding to, and seeking to prevent, illegal cross border traffic.  Limited ingress/egress points 

and poor road conditions are two major factors that affect response times, limit agent options 

when responding to illegal cross border traffic, and possibly compromise the safety of USBP 

agents. 

 

1.4 NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

 

Improved mobility and accessibility for agents will increase and sustain the certainty of arrest 

and help deter illegal cross border activities by improving enforcement capabilities, enhance 

agentsô response times, prevent terrorists and terrorist weapons from entering the U.S. and 

reduce the flow of illegal drugs.  It will also provide a safer work environment for USBP agents.  

The need for the Proposed Action and alternatives is to provide TI that supports the following: 

 

¶ Rapid detection and accurate characterization of potential threats 

¶ Coordinated deployment of resources for the apprehension of cross border violators 

¶ Enhanced safety and security of USBP agents and border communities 

¶ Long-term viability of critical infrastructure 

 

1.5 SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND DECISIONS TO BE MADE  

 

The scope of this EA includes the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on the natural, social, 

economic, and physical environments resulting from the construction or improvement of roads 

within the Rio Grande City Stationôs AOR (see Figure 1-1). 
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Figure 1-1.  Vicinity Map  








































































































































